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Intervention Strategies Promoting Academic
Self-Efficacy in Prospective First-Generation






This literature review first identifies the challenges facing prospective first-generation college students
(PFGCS) including a lack of academic preparation in high school, financial barriers created by lower
socioeconomic status (SES), and a lack of family support due to unfamiliarity with higher education
(Majer, 2009; Olive, 2008; Weiser & Riggio, 2010). Second, this literature review examines the positive
correlation between increased academic self-efficacy (ASE) and academic achievement (Elias & Loomis,
2002; Robbins et al., 2004; Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005). Third, this literature review provides
a conceptual framework for PFGCS intervention program development based on four strategies found
to influence ASE: enactive experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and
affective states (Gandara & Bail, 2001; Habel, 2009; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman, 2000). Fourth,
the literature review provides implications including the proposed use of an ASE framework for
existing intervention program assessment, a recommendation for the use of an ASE framework to
guide high school educator and program administrator activities, and the proposed use of an ASE
framework for school counselor planning activities serving the PFGCS population.
Keywords: academic achievement, academic self-efficacy, intervention strategies, prospective first-
generation college students
Prospective first-generation college students
(PFGCS) are students from families where neither
parent earned more than a high school diploma
(Chen, 2005; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, &
Terenzini, 2004; Ross et al., 2012). PFGCS face
significant challenges with academic achievement and
college access due to disadvantages including
insufficient academic preparation in high school, low
socioeconomic status (SES), and a lack of knowledge
concerning college education (Gibbons & Borders,
2010b; Pascarella et al., 2004; Pryor et al., 2005).
Parents of PFGCS lack firsthand knowledge of
higher education and, as a result, are ill-equipped to
guide their children’s high school course
selections and are often challenged by the
complicated procedure of applying for
college admission and financial aid (Gibbons
& Borders, 2010b; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Pryor et al., 2005). These challenges
contribute to an academic achievement gap
between PFGCS and non-PFGCS (Chen,
2005; Warburton, 2001).
Academic self-efficacy (ASE) is a student’s
confidence in his or her ability to successfully
complete a course of study (Bandura, 2000).
ASE is a strong predictor of academic
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achievement as determined by GPA, ACT scores,
and SAT scores (Brady-Amoon & Fuertes, 2011;
Elias & Loomis, 2002; Gore, 2006; Zajacova,
Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005). PFGCS have lower
than average ASE (Gibbons, 2004; Wang &
Castaneda-Sound, 2008). Therefore, strategies
designed to specifically address ASE in PFGCS
should promote academic achievement and help
to close the existing performance gap and
increase college access.
This literature review first explains the
challenges facing PFGCS and emphasizes the
need for pre-college interventions. Second, this
literature review examines the positive correlation
between increased ASE and academic
achievement (Elias & Loomis, 2002; Robbins et
al., 2004; Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005).
Third, this literature review provides a conceptual
framework for PFGCS intervention program
development based on four strategies found to
influence ASE: enactive experiences, vicarious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological
and affective states (Gandara & Bail, 2001; Habel,
2009; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman, 2000).
Fourth, the literature review provides implications
including the proposed use of an ASE framework
for existing intervention program assessment, a
recommendation for the use of an ASE
framework to guide high school educator and
program administrator activities, and the
proposed use of an ASE framework for school
counselor planning activities serving the PFGCS
population.
Challenges Faced By PFGCS
Chen (2005) reported PFGCS are not
academically prepared for college when compared
to non-PFGCS. PFGCS have an average GPA of
2.5 on a 4.0 scale (Chen, 2005). Non-PFGCS
whose parents had some college education,
without an earned degree, reported an average
GPA of 2.6. Non-PFGCS whose parents had a
bachelor’s degree or higher reported an average
GPA of 2.8 (Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007).
Furthermore, PFGCS are also less likely to take
college entrance exams, but when they do, earn
ACT and SAT scores lower than non-PFGCS
(Chen, 2005; Warburton, 2001). Of the students
whose parents were college graduates, 15%
scored in the lowest quartile on the ACT or SAT:
790 or lower; 40% of PFGCS scored in the same
quartile (Warburton, 2001). Additionally, PFGCS
are less likely to participate in honors programs or
classes that prepare students to take an Advanced
Placement (AP) test (Ishitani, 2003, 2006; Ross et
al., 2012; Warburton, 2001). The PFGCS
academic performance gap emphasizes the need
for interventions designed to promote academic
achievement.
PFGCS are typically from lower SES families
(Bradbury & Mather, 2009; Gibbons, 2004) and
face financial barriers affecting college access.
Regarding financing college, 22.7% of PFGCS
noted concern compared to 11.4% of non-
PFGCS (Pryor et al., 2005; Warburton, 2001).
Compared to 31.2% of non-PFGCS, thirty-nine
percent of PFGCS reported that an institution’s
cost influenced their college choice (Pryor et al.,
2005; Warburton, 2001). For 41% of PFGCS, the
availability of financial aid was a major factor in
their decision to attend college versus 31.3% of
non-PFGCS (Pryor et al., 2005). Greater than
half of PFGCS (55.1%) stated they would find a
job to assist in college expenses and 36.1% would
work full-time jobs while taking college courses
(Pryor et al., 2005; Warburton, 2001).
Furthermore, PFGCS are hesitant to take out
student loans to assist tuition costs for college
(Mehta, Newbold, & O’Rourke, 2011).
Interventions can be designed to assist PFGCS in
navigating the complexities of college financial
planning and will help to ensure future
independence.
Lundberg, Schreiner, Hovaguimian, and Slavin
Miller (2007) also identified a lack of cultural
capital in PFGCS. Cultural capital includes a
familiarity with the traditions and cultural norms
necessary to be successful in higher education.
PFGCS are disadvantaged compared to non-
PFGCS in regards to knowing the higher
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education culture (Lundberg et al., 2007; Pascarella et
al., 2004). Cultural capital is accumulated through
associations with others, including parents and peers,
who successfully attended or completed college.
However, PFGCS have limited or no access to adults
familiar with the search for colleges, managing college
admissions, or processing financial aid applications;
therefore, cultural capital is not passed down to
PFGCS (Roderick et al., 2008). Roderick et al. (2008)
reported PFGCS have difficulty in applying to
colleges because they do not have access to college
information or guidance and support from their
families or high schools. As a result, PFGCS have a
deficit in understanding and interpreting information
and attitudes when making the important decision to
attend college (Pascarella et al., 2004; Ross et al.,
2012; Warburton, 2001). Furthermore, because
parents of PFGCS often lack an understanding of
the economic and social benefits of higher education,
they do not promote continued education for their
children (Ishitani, 2006; Ross et al., 2012). PFGCS
must then be more dependent on non-familial adults
for guidance in the college process (Roderick et al.,
2008). These findings further emphasize the
importance of PFGCS interventions if the academic
performance gap is to be reduced or eliminated.
ASE as a Predictor of PFGCS’ Academic
Achievement
Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as a person’s
beliefs in his or her capability to follow through with
completion of a task in order to achieve desired
results. Self-efficacy is based on previous
performance and provides the basis for self-
confidence, self-esteem, motivation, well-being, and
personal accomplishments; it influences goal-setting,
aspirations, and level of commitment to these goals
(Bandura, 2004; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Perry, 2011).
Self-confidence is conditional and based on
previously acquired knowledge (Perry, 2011). Self-
esteem refers to an individual’s sense of appreciation
and value of self, but it does not necessarily pertain
to achievement and goal attainment (Bandura, 1997;
Lane, Lane, & Kyprianou, 2004). Research showed
that self-efficacy is more influenced by personal goals
and performance and has greater predictive
validity than self-esteem and self-confidence
(Bandura, 1997; Feldt & Woelfel, 2009; Lane
et al., 2004; Perry, 2011; White, 2009).
Bandura (2000) argued that self-efficacy is
instrumental to an individual’s goal selection
and the control exerted over an individual’s
environment. Self-efficacy is related to
expectancy beliefs; if an individual thinks
there is an opportunity for success based on
past experiences and feedback from others,
the individual will more likely feel efficacious
(Bandura, 2000; Pajares, Johnson, & Usher,
2007). Also central to the concept of self-
efficacy is the understanding that individuals
enable themselves to control their thoughts,
feelings, and actions (Bandura, 2000).
However, in order for this concept to be
useful for PFGCS intervention development,
an understanding of its domain-specificity is
necessary.
Research showed that self-efficacy is
domain-specific and it is, therefore, beneficial
to focus on ASE as a narrower predictor of
academic achievement (Zimmerman, 2000).
ASE is specifically associated with a student’s
confidence to achieve higher academic
achievement measures such as GPA, ACT
scores, and SAT scores (Zajacova et al., 2005).
ASE is a significant predictor of academic
achievement (Elias & Loomis, 2002; Ferla,
Martin, & Yonghong, 2009; Robbins et al.,
2004; Zajacova et al., 2005). Zajacova et al.
(2005) noted that in academic settings ASE,
unlike self-efficacy, consistently predicts
grades and increased GPA.
Several studies focused on the effects of
ASE on PFGCS’ performance (Creed,
Prideaux, & Patton, 2005). Naumann,
Bandalos, and Gutkin (2003) investigated the
correlation between GPA and other variables,
including ACT scores, belief in one’s success,
self-efficacy, seeking assistance, and goal
setting. Naumann et al. found that PFGCS’
GPA is positively correlated with self-efficacy
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(.287), which was higher than all the other
variables except the belief in one’s success (.582),
ACT scores (.511), and goal setting (.353).
Robbins et al. (2004) and Zajacova et al. (2005)
also identified correlations between ASE and
GPA. Robbins et al. (2004) showed a strong
positive correlation between ASE and GPA
(estimated true correlation of .496) - even higher
than SES (estimated true correlation of .155) and
ACT and SAT tests (estimated correlation of
.388). Since 2002, additional studies confirmed
Robbins et al.’s (2004) meta-analysis that ASE is
associated with academic achievement in the
general college student population (Brady-Amoon
& Fuertes, 2011; Elias & Loomis, 2002; Gore,
2006; Zajacova, 2005). These studies supported
the relationship of ASE to academic achievement
and demonstrated the potential benefits of pre-
college intervention strategies targeted at PFGCS.
ASE is influenced by students’ environment
including support provided by teachers, parents,
and peers (Majer, 2009; Tsang et al., 2012; Vuong,
Brown-Welty, & Tracz, 2010). Research showed
that parental involvement, quality of relationships
with parents, and family support and encourage-
ment are important to college planning and have
a large impact on students’ academic decisions
(Hall, 2003; Gibbons & Borders, 2010a, Olive,
2008). Parents’ educational aspirations for their
children are a strong predictor for students’ ASE
and academic achievement (Fan & Williams, 2010;
Torres & Solberg, 2001). Furthermore, Olive
(2008) found that with low ASE, PFGCS rarely
consider college. These findings emphasize the
challenges faced by PFGCS. Without family
members and peers that are familiar with college
education, PFGCS are at a significant
disadvantage. Academic intervention strategies
were found instrumental in helping PFGCS
decide to attend college and to increase ASE
(Majer, 2009; Olive, 2008).
Four primary influences of self-efficacy were
identified in the literature: enactive experiences,
vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and
physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1986;
Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). Enactive
experiences include challenging tasks that, when
accomplished, lead to an increased belief in one’s
ability to achieve in the future (Bandura, 1986;
Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). Vicarious
experiences include the witnessing of others’
success leading to the belief that the task is not
insurmountable (Bandura, 1986; Habel, 2009;
Zimmerman, 2000). Verbal persuasion includes
encouragement to achieve and physiological and
affective states include emotional arousal as a
result of stress, fatigue, or excitement (Bandura,
1986; Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). These
states can positively affect ASE by increasing
one’s sense of accomplishment once success is
achieved (Bandura, 1986; Habel, 2009;
Zimmerman, 2000). An understanding of these
influences and interventions specifically targeted
to address these four categories will increase ASE
and help close the existing academic performance
gap for PFGCS.
Intervention Framework
In an effort to fill the academic performance
gap and to promote college access, numerous pre-
college intervention programs are sponsored by
both public education systems and private
nonprofit organizations (Gandara & Bail, 2001).
Emphasizing the use and potential importance of
these programs, the Educational Longitudinal
Survey (ELS) of 2002, found approximately 10%
of all public high school students whose family
income fell below the poverty line participated in
some type of pre-college intervention (Domina,
2009). A variety of services are offered and these
intervention strategies are identified as important
mechanisms to increase at-risk students’,
including PFGCS’, college access and academic
achievement (Gandara & Bail, 2001; Gullatt &
Jan, 2003; Perna & Swail, 2001). However,
research showed that a majority of these
programs lack the significant internal evaluation
data needed to justify funding, direct strategic
planning, and identify areas for potential
improvement (Gandara & Bail, 2001; Gullatt &
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Jan, 2003; Randolph & Johnson, 2008).
Furthermore, some studies challenged the
effectiveness of these programs by finding little or no
statistical difference in outcomes for participants
(Domina, 2009; Dubois, Holloway, Valentine &
Cooper, 2002; Myers, Olsen, Seftor, Young & Tuttle,
2004). Therefore, a framework based upon the
concept of ASE will offer educators, program
administrators, and school counselors a valuable tool
for future intervention development. This
framework will be based on the four types of
strategies known to influence ASE: enactive
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal experiences,
and physiological and affective states (Habel, 2009;
Zimmerman, 2000). By identifying specific
intervention strategies that fall within these
categories, educators, program administrators, and
school counselors can then develop programming
specifically designed to promote PFGCS’ ASE,
ultimately leading to improved academic achievement.
Enactive experiences are those tasks and
assignments that, when successfully accomplished,
begin to prove to the student that they are capable of
achievement (Habel, 2009). Successfully
accomplishing difficult tasks promotes an increase in
ASE and then provides a foundation for future
academic achievement (Habel, 2009). Ideally,
activities should increase in difficulty providing
sufficient challenge while allowing ASE to build.
Recommended activities include academic workshops
and college preparatory coursework designed to aid
the transition from high school to college education.
Financial planning workshops can be used to prepare
PFGCS to deal with financial aid forms and
scholarships. College preparatory courses, including
abbreviated refresher courses, can be offered within
the students’ high school environment or at partner
college institutions similar to some existing
intervention programs (Ghazzawi & Jagannathan,
2011; Graham, 2011; Lam, Srivatsan, Doverspike,
Vesalo, & Mawasha, 2005). Additionally, sufficient
support services, including tutoring with an emphasis
on study skill development, should be provided to
ensure success, as failure would negatively affect ASE.
If these experiences are to serve as enactive
experiences, PFGCS must be both challenged
and successful (Habel, 2009; Zimmerman,
2000).
ASE is highly domain specific (Habel,
2009). Therefore, program developers must
be cognizant of discipline specific offerings.
A program that emphasizes writing skills
should positively affect the domain of
writing-ASE. However, a student in a
writing-ASE program may suffer from a lack
of ASE when faced with pre-calculus or
chemistry coursework. Existing intervention
programs employed discipline specific
approaches and demonstrated success (Lam
et al., 2005; Seftor & Calcagno, 2010). These
programs were developed to provide
academic support for underrepresented
students, including PFGCS, and attempt to
promote interest in the science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM)
disciplines. In an assessment of one program
targeting STEM education, Lam et al. (2005)
determined the program increased college
access. Furthermore, participants earned
higher GPAs and reported less anxiety
associated with mathematics and science
courses (Lam et al., 2005). This is consistent
with Seftor and Calcagno’s (2010) finding that
participants in multiple mathematics and
science intervention programs had increased
college enrollment and increased participation
in mathematics and science courses.
Therefore, activities intended as enactive
experiences should be aligned with the
desired domain-specific academic outcome.
Vicarious experiences involve the
modeling of successful activities by others
(Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). If peers
are successful in their efforts, then students
can begin to see success as a potential
outcome for themselves. Program
experiences offered as group activities can be
impactful. Summer residential programs
served this purpose (Ghazzawi &
Jagannathan, 2011) and these programs
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demonstrated success. Offering a cohort of
PFGCS an immersive, on-campus experience,
intended to prepare them for the transition to
college, can offer rewards (Ghazzawi &
Jagannathan, 2011). Students stay in college
dormitories, attend college classes, participate in
college extracurricular activities, and attend
workshops on college admissions and financial
aid (Ghazzawi & Jagannathan, 2011). In an
evaluation of one college residential program,
Ghazzawi and Jagannathan (2011) found that
95% of the 2007 and 2008 participants entered
college. The cohort experience not only provides
students with a measure of personal achievement,
but also places them in a college environment
with peers, facing similar challenges, who
successfully negotiate the experience as well. By
incorporating peer group activities, ASE is
promoted through a vicarious experience (Habel,
2009, Zimmerman, 2000).
Verbal persuasion can be offered in the form
of encouragement, guidance, and positive
feedback on assignments (Habel, 2009). This is
important for PFGCS with weak familial support
systems, as they may become easily discouraged
when tasks increase in difficulty. Verbal
persuasion can act as a counterbalance for
students as stress begins to build (Habel, 2009;
Zimmerman, 2000). This type of support is
central to mentorship activities and is another
commonly cited intervention strategy intended to
promote academic achievement and college
access (Center for Higher Education Policy and
Analysis, 2009; Randolph & Johnson, 2008).
Through mentoring, educators hope to improve
outcomes by providing positive one-on-one
interactions (Center for Higher Education Policy
and Analysis, 2009). However, the effect of
verbal persuasion may be negated if it is used as
the sole strategy rather than a single piece of the
larger framework.
Dubois et al.’s (2002) meta-analysis of youth
mentoring program evaluations found some
benefit for program participants. Therefore,
verbal persuasion should play a key role in
intervention strategies, but its effect also depends
on the success of enactive and vicarious activities.
Vancouver and Kendall (2006), Vancouver, More,
and Yoder (2008), and Vancouver, Thompson,
Tischner, and Putka (2002), further highlighted
the dangers of employing short-term ASE
strategies in laboratory studies designed to
promote ASE through planned positive outcomes
in a single day testing series. Vancouver and
Kendall (2006), Vancouver et al. (2008), and
Vancouver et al. (2002) found that despite
providing participants with positive experiences
aimed at increasing their ASE, there was no
improvement in academic achievement and a
negative correlation was found between ASE and
academic achievement. It should be understood
that Vancouver’s studies were performed in a
laboratory setting, his methods emphasized short-
term impacts, and the preponderance of existing
literature supports a positive correlation between
ASE and academic achievement. However,
Vancouver’s findings help emphasize the
importance of employing a long-term integrated
strategy in an academic setting designed to
incorporate experiences within each of the
framework categories if increased ASE is to
persist for PFGCS.
Finally, physiological and affective states
should be understood and impactful experiences
should be designed to trigger desired states
(Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). Successes are
more impactful if they involve emotion or
excitement (Habel, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000).
Therefore, positive outcomes can be derived from
physiological and affective states including stress,
fatigue, emotion, and excitement (Keeley, Zayac,
& Correia, 2008; Zimmerman, 2000). Stress can
serve as a motivator and, when moderated by
other strategies including verbal persuasion and
academic support services, students can achieve
great satisfaction from successfully overcoming
challenges, thus becoming an enactive experience
(Keeley et al., 2008; Habel, 2009; Zimmerman,
2000). Excitement and emotional responses can
be encouraged by offering opportunities for
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PFGCS to engage in activities within new and
unfamiliar surroundings. PFGCS, typically unfamiliar
with college environments, can benefit from
residential college campus activities such as staying in
a dormitory, eating in a dining hall, visiting a campus
library, and attending a college class, creating a greater
emotional reaction than witnessed in students with
greater college familiarity (Ghazzawi & Jagannathan,
2011; Graham, 2011; Gullatt & Jan, 2003; Seftnor &
Calcagno, 2010). Therefore, intervention strategies
directed at PFGCS should seek to promote positive
emotional responses through college immersive
experiences while cognizant of potential negative
consequences. Stress and excitement can be powerful
tools in promoting student motivation and academic
achievement, but if excessive, these emotions may
have detrimental effects (Keeley et al., 2008).
Conclusions
In order to promote academic achievement and
college access for PFGCS, this literature review
defines the challenges faced by PFGCS and offers a
framework based on the concept of ASE for
intervention program development. PFGCS are less
academically prepared for college than non-PFGCS;
have lower GPA, ACT scores, and SAT scores; and
typically come from lower SES families (Gibbons &
Borders, 2010b; Majer, 2009; Olive, 2008; Weiser &
Riggio, 2010). Moreover, PFGCS’ ASE is lower due
to a lack of family support and guidance through the
college application and entrance process (Chen, 2005;
Elias and Loomis, 2002; Pascarella et al., 2004; Ross
et al., 2012).
This literature review identifies ASE as one of the
most influential factors affecting students’ academic
achievement (Brady-Amoon & Fuertes, 2011; Elias &
Loomis, 2002; Gore, 2006; Zajacova, 2005).
Therefore, pre-college intervention strategies that are
used to increase ASE of PFGCS will help them reach
desired academic achievement and gain college
access. Educators, program administrators, and
school counselors will benefit from the offered
framework by using it to develop specific intervention
strategies for PFGCS. This framework is based on
four types of strategies that promote ASE (Gandara
& Bail, 2001; Habel, 2009; Robbins et al.,
2004; Zimmerman, 2000). Recommended
enactive experiences include such activities as
academic workshops, financial planning
workshops, college preparatory coursework,
abbreviated refresher courses, and tutoring.
Recommended vicarious experiences include
summer camps and college campus
experiences. Recommended verbal
experiences include mentorship activities.
Recommended activities influencing
physiological and affective states include
directed experiences within new and
unfamiliar surroundings (Gandara & Bail,
2001; Habel, 2009; Robbins et al., 2004;
Zimmerman, 2000).
Implications
Intervention programs were criticized for
the lack of rigorous assessment needed to
justify funding, direct strategic planning, and
identify areas for improvement (Gandara &
Bail, 2001; Gullatt & Jan, 2003; Randolph &
Johnson, 2008). Furthermore, some studies
challenged the effectiveness of these
programs by finding little or no statistical
difference in outcomes (Domina, 2009;
Dubois et al., 2002; Myers et al., 2004). An
implication stemming from this literature
review suggests using the framework
provided to strengthen overall assessment of
current intervention programs. Measuring
the effects of specific program activities on
ASE can then guide program improvements.
Another implication that arises from
research findings is the role and function that
educators and program administrators can
provide to increase the ASE of PFGCS.
Educators and program administrators have a
responsibility to nurture the ASE of PFGCS,
given the research that increased ASE
promotes academic achievement. For
instance, educators can customize PFGCS’
planning to ensure learning and academic
achievement, as well as offer positive
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encouragement. Knowing each PFGCS’
capabilities and personalities, educators can create
individualized tasks and activities that are
challenging, but can be accomplished successfully.
In so doing, educators should offer frequent and
supportive feedback as PFGCS are engaged in the
tasks. PFGCS will feel empowered by believing
that they can do the work, resulting in higher
ASE. Also, PFGCS will not feel as compelled to
compare themselves to their non-PFGCS peers if
they have their own standards of academic
achievement. Additionally, program
administrators are responsible for PFGCS’ ASE
and academic achievement. Investment in
PFGCS’ academic achievement requires
institutional responsibility, and it is the
responsibility of program administrators to align
classroom practices and intervention strategies
with PFGCS’ academic goals. Program
administrators should implement programs that
focus on community service and leadership
experience to further enhance PFGCS’ academic
experience and provide additional opportunities
for PFGCS’ qualifications for college access. The
framework provided in this literature review may
be used by educators and program administrators
to develop integrated intervention approaches
specifically designed to improve ASE in PFGCS.
As this literature review notes, parental
involvement is also an influential factor for
increasing ASE in PFGCS. School counselors
can use the intervention framework to promote
parental involvement in the schools and in their
PFGCS’ academic goals. School counselors could
conduct parent workshops on college planning,
career opportunities, how to provide positive
encouragement for their children, and strategies
to help their children with schoolwork. While the
importance of parent workshops is evident,
school counselors should also implement
PFGCS-based workshops to address college
access, college as a cultural experience and not
just a means to an end (e.g., finding a job and/or
starting a career), and tackle the issues PFGCS
face with their familial support systems. School
counselors should also guide PFGCS through the
college application process and financial aid
planning while addressing obstacles PFGCS face
when accessing such information, such as limited
or no Internet access.
Promoting rigorous assessment of
intervention strategies to improve intervention
programs is important in assisting PFGCS. Also,
increasing ASE in PFGCS through the
involvement of educators and program
administrators, and school counselors successfully
involving parents in PFGCS’ academic goals and
college planning, will help PFGCS have higher
academic achievement and better access to
college.
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